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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
A marked difference exists as to the educational levels attain­
ed by farm and non-farm people in. Iowa. The proportion of 
adults who have only an eighth grade education or less is 
approximately one-half greater in the areas having one-room 
schools than in the towns and cities of the state, while the 
percentage who have graduated from high school or college 
is less than three-fifths as great in the non-farm communities. 
The educational opportunities provided at present for Iowa’s 
farm children do not promise to improve this condition at 
any time soon.
A  plan widely favored by those who seek to improve the 
educational opportunities of farm children of the state would 
unite country and town communities into single districts, thus 4 
making it possible for children from both communities to attend 
the same schools. There is evidence that with such a con­
solidation the probable cost per child in average daily attend­
ance would be little more than it is at present.
The investigation reported in this bulletin was conducted 
in order to determine the relative amounts of taxable pro­
perty per child in certain farm and non-farm communities of 
Iowa. The taxable property per child in the farm communi­
ties was found to be roughly three times as great as in adjoining 
towns and cities. In some places the difference was less, in 
some places it was greater. It follows that if farm and non- 
farm communities should unite for school purposes and the 
same millage rate were applied to all property, there would 
be a substantial reduction in the taxes paid on non-farm pro­
perty and a considerable increase in many communities in the 
taxes paid on farm property. This would mean an arbitrary 
shift in burden from the owners of non-farm property to the 
owners of farm property. Such a change would affect pro­
perty values, tending to bring “ windfall”  profits to owners 
of non-farm property and “ windfall”  losses to owners of farm 
property.
Income data available provided very inadequate measures of
3
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difference in the real income per capita of farm and non-farm 
people. They do, however, indicate that farm people in 1939 
had a per capita income considerably below that of non-farm 
jfeople. It is thus apparent that a tax applied to property as 
between farm and town people is likely to be very far from 
being a tax based on income.
4
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Taxable Property Per Child in Farm 
and Non-Farm Communities
There is much evidence that the education provided for the 
farm children who attend the one-room schools of the state 
is distinctly inferior to that available to the children who 
live in the towns and cities. Teachers are not, in general, so 
well prepared for their work. Repeated tests have shown that 
the instruction given by them is generally less effective than 
that provided in the elementary grades of urban school systems. 
Not so many of the pupils, in proportion to their total number, 
complete the eighth grade as of town and city children. Those 
who do so are permitted to attend approved high schools with 
their tuition paid by their home districts, but they must furnish 
their own transportation to such schools or live away from 
home. As a result, the percentage of the children living in 
these districts who attend high school is less than three-fourths 
as great as is that of urban children; and the proportion con­
tinuing their education beyond the high school is not more 
than one-third as great.
Of almost half a million adults 24 years o f age or more 
living on the farms of Iowa in 1939, 66.4 percent, or approxi­
mately two-thirds, are shown by the recent federal census to 
have received no education beyond the eighth grade. However, 
one-fourth of these or more live in consolidated districts, in 
which a higher general level of education has unmistakably 
been attained. I f  we consider only the areas served by the 
one-room schools, 70 percent or more of all persons more than
By W . H. L a n c e l o t
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24 years of age had apparently failed to go beyond the eighth 
grade. As compared with this, less than 48 percent of such 
adults in the towns and cities of the state have discontinued 
their education at that point. Of all adults more than 24 
years old living in the districts having only one-room schools, 
less than 12.7 percent were high school graduates, whereas 
19.2 percent of such adults living in urban communities had 
graduated from high school. And while 5.6 percent of all 
adults living in towns and cities had graduated from college, 
only 1.1 percent of those dwelling on the farms of the state 
were college graduates. Taken together, these facts seem to 
indicate conclusively that a serious difference actually exists 
as to the education that has been made available to the two 
major groups who make up the population of Iowa.
REORGANIZATION AS A MEANS OF EQUALIZING 
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
Various proposals, intended to correct existing inequalities 
in the educational opportunities of rural and urban children 
of Iowa, have been advanced in recent years. Among these, 
the plan which seems to have been regarded with somewhat 
more favor than others calls for a reorganization, or regrouping, 
of the school districts of the state into larger districts, or units, 
which would, in general, include both rural and urban com­
munities, thus bringing the rural children into the graded 
school systems already in operation.
Advocates of the plan do not agree as to the proper size of 
such reorganized districts. Most of them, however, would 
combine farm and non-farm areas to form the new units.
Since nearly 98 percent of all school revenues in Iowa is 
derived from property taxes, it is apparent that if the amount 
of taxable property per child is approximately the same in the 
farm and non-farm areas, then the educational tax per child 
would be about the same on farm and non-farm property if 
the two groups should unite as proposed to form new school 
districts. On the other hand, if there should be any great 
difference as to the amount of property per child in the two 
areas thus joined, as conceivably there might be, then the plan
6
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would lay permanently upon one of the two groups a much 
heavier burden than upon the other in the form of higher costs 
of education for its children. It is apparent, therefore, that 
this matter should be carefully investigated before the adoption 
of any plan looking to the combination of rural and urban 
areas into single school districts.
The purpose of the investigation reported in the following 
pages has been to determine the average amount o f taxable 
property per child of school age in typical Iowa farm com­
munities and also the amount of such property per child of 
school age in typical towns and cities of the state.
HOW THE STUDY WAS CONDUCTED.
Since it was impracticable to secure data of the kinds desired 
for the entire state, sample groups of farm communities and 
likewise of urban communities scattered as evenly as possible 
throughout the state were chosen for the comparison. The 
total amount of taxable property in each community included 
in the sample groups was then procured from the auditors of 
the counties in which such communities were located, and the 
total number of children of school age residing in these com­
munities was ascertained through correspondence with county 
superintendents of schools in the same counties. From the 
figures so obtained, the amount of taxable property per child 
o f school age was determined for each community and for each 
group as a whole.
Three separate studies were made. In each a sample group 
of farm communities was compared with a sample group of 
non-farm communities as to the amount of taxable property 
for each child from 5 to 21 years of age, inclusive. Since the 
communities comprising the sample groups for the three studies 
wrere chosen in different ways, it was thought that the findings, 
if found to be in essential agreement, would probably indicate 
wfith considerable accuracy the relative amounts of taxable 
property per child in farm and non-farm communities for 
certain types of communities for the state as a whole. The 
sample groups of communities for the respective studies were 
selected as follows:
In the first study, the group of rural communities consisted
7
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of 20 open country consolidated school districts; i.e., consoli­
dated districts not including any villages or towns, widely 
scattered throughout the state. An equal number of independent 
town school districts, similarly scattered, were chosen at random | 
and the amount of taxable property per child of school age in 
the consolidated districts was compared with that in the town 
districts. This study indicated a surprising difference in the 
amounts of property per child in the two types of communities.
In the next study, the rural communities consisted of 60 
township districts, nearly all of which included entire town­
ships of 36 square miles, and none of which included any 
village or town. These strictly farm townships were so chosen 
that 15 lay in each quarter of the state and were quite evenly 
distributed therein. A group of 60 independent town districts^ 
similarly distributed, and each of which had a population of 
less than 1,000 was then chosen, and also a group of 60‘ inde­
pendent town districts, distributed in the same manner, and 
each of which had a population of more than 1,000. A' com­
parison was then made of the amount of taxable property for 
each person of school age in the group of farm townships with 
that in the smaller towns, and also with that in the towns and 
cities of larger size. This study tended strongly to confirm the 
findings of the first.
The last of the three studies took for its farm sample all of 
the territory in all township districts and rural independent 
districts in 15 entire counties widely scattered throughout the 
state; that is, it included all of the territory in these 15 counties 
not included in independent town districts or consolidated 
school districts. The amount of taxable property per child of 
school age in these extensive farm areas was compared with 
that in all independent town districts in the same counties, which 
did not include within their boundaries excessive amounts of 
farm land. The findings of this study were in close agreement 
with those which had preceded it.
All of these-studies were conducted in the calendar year of 
1941, and the data secured are those which were current at 
that time.
8
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WHAT THE INVESTIGATION REVEALED
The findings of the three studies just described are briefly 
stated below:
FINDINGS OF THE FIRST STUDY.
In the first, thè amount of taxable property per person of 
school age in 20 widely scattered, open country consolidated 
districts was, as has been explained, compared with that in an 
equal number of independent town school districts similarly 
scattered throughout the state.
It showed that for each person of school age in the con­
solidated school districts, the amount of taxable property was 
$7,732, but that the amount of such property per person of 
school age in the independent town districts was'only $2,434. 
Hence there was 3.17 times as much taxable property for each 
person of school age in the farm consolidated districts as in 
the town districts.
Other facts disclosed by the study will be found in tables 
1 and 2. These show, for example, that while the total number
TABLE 1. N U M BER OF PERSONS OF SCHOOL a g e  (5-21), TOTAL VALUE OF 
TA XA B LE  PR O PE RTY AND VALUE OF PR O PE RTY PER PERSON  
OF SCHOOL AGE IN  20 OPEN CO U N TRY CONSOLIDATED  
SCHOOL D ISTRICTS IN  1941.
Consolidated district County
Total 
valuation 
of taxable 
property
Persons of 
school age
T axable 
property 
per person 
of school 
age
Buck Creek Delaware .
$
914,752 183
$
4,999
Des Moines Township Pocahontas 1,209,861 169 7,159
Emmet Township Emmet 628,775 74 8,497
Excelsior Township Dickinson 1,093,667 169 6,471
Buena Vista 1,164,529 123 9,468
Grand Meadow Cherokee 1,343,973 153 8,784
Grant Township Kossuth 957,729 144 6,651
Des Moines 818*919 144 5,687
Black Hawk 676,633 91 7,436
Liberty Township Marshall 1,404,644 102 13,771
Liberty Township Plymouth 631,020 100 6,310
Milford Township Story 1,500,850 190 7,899
Orange Township Black Hawk 2,059,432 261 7,891
Pleasant Lawn Henry 745,377 86 8,667
Richland Township Adair 1,103,177 i 142 7,769
Vernon Township Humboldt 1,267,599 121 10,476
Viola Township Audubon 1,423,906 201 7,084
Wales-Lincoln Montgomery 1,139,084 127 8,969
Washington Township Dallas 1,301,716 166 7,842
White Oak Township Polk 643,790 103 6,250
Totals
Averages
22,029,432
1,101,472
2,849
142.5 7,732
9
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TABLE 2. N U M BER OF PERSONS OF SCHOOL AGE (5-21), TOTAL VALUE OF 
TA XA B LE  PR O P E R T Y AN D VALUE OF PR O PE RTY PE R  PERSON 
OF SCHOOL AGE IN  20 IN D E PEN D E N T TOW N 
D ISTRIC TS IN  IOW A IN  1941.*
Independent town district County
Total 
valuation 
of taxable 
propertyt
Persons of 
school age
Taxable 
property 
per person 
of school 
age
Alden Hardin
$
523,354 165 3,172
Altoona Polk 335,100 160 2,094
Bridgewater Adair 222,060 87 2,552
Cambridge Story 339,170 184 1,843
Central City Linn 565,044 209 2,703
Dickens Clay 255,267 126 2,026
Gladbrook Tama 650,965 246 2,646
Grant Montgomery 287,790 82 3,509
Graettinger Palo Alto 695,465 300 2,318
Hazelton Buchanan 357,045 132 2,705
Ireton Sioux 543,106 254 2,138
Lacona Warren 243,169 127 1,762
Lockridge Jefferson 251,790 85 2,962
Minburn Dallas 364,127 96 3,793
Ocheyedan Osceola 460,960 209 2,206
Ralston Carroll 258,183 77 3,353
Renwick Humboldt 538,355 127 4,239
Wesley Kossuth 368,283 185 1,991
West Burlington Des Moines 674,712 402 1,678
Whittemore Kossuth 498,386 211 2,362
Totals
Averages
8,432,331
421,616
3,464
173.2 2,434
♦While these districts were chosen at random, none was included if its 
area was greater than 4, or at the most, 5 square miles, since the value of 
the farm lands would in that case represent so large a part of the total 
valuation as to make it unsuitable for comparison with the purely rural 
districts included in table 1.
tin this table, moneys and credits are not taken into account. The amount 
of such property in these communities, however, is relatively sm all; and 
since it is taxed at a rate only about % as great, as a rule, the results 
are very slightly affected by the omission.
of children of school age was considerably greater in the group 
of town districts, taken as a whole, than in the consolidated 
districts, the amount of taxable property included in them was 
actually less than 40 percent as great; and the disparity is 
further emphasized by the fact that the smallest amount of 
taxable property per person of school age in any of the farm 
communities was $4,999, whereas the largest amount found in 
any town community was $4,239.
While the number of communities in each group was small, 
a central tendency as to the amount of property per child of 
school age still appeared to exist. Thus in one-half o f the 
country districts this amount varied from the average for the 
entire 20 communities by less than 14 percent, and in one-half
10
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of the town districts it deviated from the average of all by less 
than 17 percent.
Aside from the fact that the findings of this study are based 
upon exceedingly small sample groups of communities, which 
may or may not be representative of the state at large, they are 
further tainted by two outright errors, which could not be 
readily excluded from the investigation. Moneys and credits 
are not taken into account in determining the amount of tax­
able property in the respective communities, and aside from 
this, most of the town districts really include considerable 
amounts of farm property, which makes the amount o f town 
property per child appear greater than it really is. The first 
of these errors was relatively small, since the total amount of 
taxes paid on moneys and credits in farm and village com­
munities rarely exceeds 1 y2 percent of that paid on other prop-4 
erty generally. On the other hand, the error arising from 
the fact that farm property is included in nearly all of the 
town districts was far greater, inasmuch as such property 
comprises a relatively large part of the assessed valuation of 
most of these districts. I f  both errors were corrected, the net 
effect would be a considerable reduction in the total amount 
of taxable property in the town districts generally and there­
fore a still wider difference between the amounts of taxable 
property per child of school age in the farm and non-farm- 
districts.
FINDINGS OF THE SECOND STUDY.
In the second study a comparison was made of the amount 
of . taxable property per child of school age in 60 exclusively 
farm townships of the state with (1) the amount of such pro­
perty in 60 villages and towns having a population of less than
1,000 and (2) the amount of property per child in 60 towns 
and cities having more than 1,000 inhabitants. Fifteen of the 
farm townships were located, as previously stated, in each 
quarter of the state; and the same was true of the smaller towns 
and also of the larger towns and cities.
The amount of taxable property per person of school age in 
the 60 farm townships was found to be $7,735. In the 60 vil-
11
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'T A B L E  3. N UM BER OF PERSONS OF SCHOOL AGE (5-21), TOTAL VALUE OF 
TA XA B LE  P R O PE RTY AN D VALUE OF PR O PE RTY PER PERSON 
OF SCHOOL AGE IN  60 W ID E LY SCATTERED IOWA 
TOW NSHIP DISTRICTS CHOSEN AT RAN DOM  
BUT IN CLU DIN G NO VILLAGES 
OR TOWNS.
County Township district
Value 
of taxable 
property
Persons of 
school age
Property 
per person 
of school 
age
Adair Jefferson 1,274,456 121
$
10,533
Adams Lincoln 1,093,096 150 7,287
Allamakee Ludlow 1,304,978 194 ,6,727
Appanoose Caldwell 461,869 204 2,264
Melville 1,426,048 162 8,803
Benton Big Grove 1,601,897 179 8,949
Boone Harrison 1*456,490 215 6,774
Bremer Dayton 1,695,407 203 8,352
Carroll Washington 1,640,249 203 8,080
Lincoln 1,357,445 119 11,407
Cedar Massillon 1,581,974 174 9,092
Cherokee Tilden 1,506,518 150 10,043
Clarke Washington 648,641 129 ‘ 5,028
Clay Summit 1,545,551 198 7,806
Clayton Giard 1,414,331 202 7,002
Decatur Woodland 605,662 159 3,809
Delaware Prairie 1,351,253 162 8,341
Des Moines Augusta 453,365 107 - 4,237
Fayette Banks 1,337,901 177 7,559
Floyd Pleasant Grove 1,038,669 146 7,114
Guthrie Baker 922,932 218 4,234
Hamilton Ross Grove 1,537,560 145 -10,604
Hancock Erin 1,306,774 146 8,950
Hardin Grant 1,508,382 168 8,978
Harrison Lincoln 1,006,870 168 5,993
Howard Saratoga 903,373 145 6,230
Ida Grant 1,410,526 160 8,816
Lincoln 1,185,778 135 8,784
Jasper Malaka 1,320,764 93 14,202
Johnson Scott 1,746,140 183 9,542
Jones Cass 1,235,951 233 5,305
Kossuth German 1,265,385 184 6,877
Lucas Liberty 840,770 1 157 5,355
'Lyon Dale 1,509,281 166 9,092
Madison Jackson 1,148,049 140 • 8,200
Marion Union 732,828 89 8,234
Monona Willow 1,232,962 193 6,388
Monroe Bluff Creek 835,731 231 3,618
Muscatine Wapsinoc 1,266,850 114 11,113
O’Brien Caledonia 1.688,620 230 7,342
Osceola Harrison 1,301,867 158 8,239
Page Douglas 1,287,109 122 10,550
Pocahontas Colfax 1,483,861 164 9,048
Pottawattamie Wright 1,327,360 109 12,177
.Poweshiek Scott 1,202,083 126 9,540
Ringgold Lincoln 801,501 62 12,927
Sac Clinton 1,619,767 156 10,319
"Scott Lincoln 1,385,756 152 9,117
Shelby Monroe 1,629,117 163 9,995
Sioux Center 1,516,133 275 5,513
Tama Carroll 1,317,558 189 6,971
rTaylor Clayton 943;573 57 16,554
Union Lincoln 939,235 135 6,957
Van Buren Chequest 363,809 62 5,868
Washington Highland 1,200,262 116 10,347
Wayne Wright 707,057 150 4,714
Webster Colfax 1,539,659 170 9,057
W  oodbury Moville 1,250,884 140 8,935
'W orth Brookfield 1,129,621 170 6,645
Wright Norway 1,372,021 203 6,792
Totals
Averages
73,719,659
1,228,661
9,531
158.8 7,735.
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lages and towns of fewer than 1,000 people it was $2,327, while 
in the 60 urban communities of more than 1,000 inhabitants it 
was $2,116. The value of such property per person of schooh 
age in the farm townships was therefore 3.32 times as great as 
in the smaller villages and towns and 3.65 times as great as in 
the larger urban communities.
Other facts of interest, disclosed by this study, may be found 
in tables 3, 4 and 5. It will be observed at once that while 
there were more children of school age in the group of small 
towns than in the farm townships, the total amount of taxable 
property was only about one-third as great, and that whereas 
the 60 large towns and cities had more than six times as many 
children, they had considerably less than twice as much prop­
erty as the rural townships. The range of property values 
per child of school age was relatively wide in each of the three, 
groups o f communities. Thus in the farm townships it varied 
from $2,264 to $16,554, in the smaller villages and towns it 
Avas from $1,002 to $4,400, and in the larger towns and cities 
it was from $838 to $3,584. These wide ranges seem to have 
been largely due to unequal land values and concentrations 
o f wealth in. different sections of the state, as is also the fact 
that no pronounced central tendency as to the amount of prop­
erty per child is apparent in any of the tables.
While the tables do not show it, the amount of property per 
child of school age in the farm townships in the northeast 
quarter of the state was 2.84 times as great as in smaller vil­
lages and towns and 3.40 times as great as in the larger towns 
and cities of that area. In the northwest quarter these ratios 
were 3.25 and 3.94, in the southwest quarter they were 3.72 and 
4.09, and in the southeast quarter they were 3.65 and 3:39, 
respectively. The disparity as to the amounts of property per 
child of school age in farm and non-farm communities appears 
therefore from this study to exist in all parts of the state. ' '■
The same errors crept into this study as into the previous 
ones; i.e., moneys and credits were not taken into account, and 
farm lands included in independent town districts were re­
garded as urban property^ But again, if both were corrected, 
the net result would be to reduce the amount of property in
13
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TABLE 4. N U M BER OF PERSONS OF SCHOOL AGE (5-21), TOTAL VALUE OF 
TA XA B LE  PR O PE RTY AND VALUE OF P R O PE RTY PER PERSON OF 
SCHOOL AGE IN 60 W ID E L Y  SCATTERED IN D E PEN D E N T 
-T O W N  SCHOOL D ISTRICTS OF IOW A HAVING 
POPULATIONS OF LESS TH AN  1,000.
County Village or town
Popu­
lation
Value of 
taxable 
property
Persons 
of school 
age
Property per 
person of 
school age
Adair Fontanelle 797
$
511,516 207
$
2,471
Adams Carbon 383 112,940 104 1,086
Appanoose Moravia 731 337,600 222 1,520
Bremer Denver 556 508,705 160 3,179
Buchanan Winthrop 546 425,857 146 ■2,917
Calhoun Pomeroy 843 821,831 240 3,424
Cass Massena 479 471,627 133 3,546
Cedar Bennett 352 325,956 91 3,582
Clarke Murray 857 563,309 282 1,998
Clay Dickens 378 255,267 126 2,026
Clayton Marquette 747 319,785 257 1,244
Crawford Charter Oak 776 614,445 264 2,327
Decatur Van Wert 383 289,376 149 1,942
Delaware Hopkinton 841 487,162 283 1,721
Emmet Ringsted 508 299,353 159 1,883
Fayette Arlington 625 519,978 170 3,053
Franklin Latimer 416 427,258 110 3,884
Greene Churdan 677 708,549 191 3,709
Hamilton Kamrar 288 458,910 140 3,278
Hancock Woden 305 309,124 103 '3,001
Hardin Radcliffe 631 605,558 224 2,703
Harrison Little Sioux 434 213,643 165 1,295
Howard Lime Springs 567 495,776 194 2,556
Ida Battle Creek 827 637,681 219 * 2,912
Iowa Ladora 300 303,102 85 3,566
Jasper Prairie City 831 623,523 215 2,900
Johnson Lone Tree 651 365,966 165 2,218
Johnson Solon 515 368,953 129 2,860
Jones Oxford Junction 705 599,694 136 4,400
Kossuth Wesley 468 368,283 185 1,991
Linn Central City 810 565,044 209 2,704
Linn Coggon 512 361,110 130 2,778
Lucas Lucas 534 250,652 169 1,483
Lyon Larchwood 405 397,231 126 3,153
Marion Swan 217 141,198 99 1,426
Monona Ute 581 446,308 192 2,324
Monroe Lovilia 852 410,216 243 5 1,618
Montgomery Stanton 571 536,206 132 4,062
Muscatine Nichols 357 382,030 109 3,505
Osceola Ashton 620 481,433 . 183 2,631
Page Essex 762 609,064 222 2,744
Palo Alto Graettinger 928 558,136 300 1,860
Polk Polk City 343 295,162 127 2,324
Pottawattamie Minden 310 448,152 111 4,037
Poweshiek Malcom 447 385,295 114 3,3$0
Ringgold Diagonal 603 350,399 185 1,894
Sac Schaller 758 608,263 207 2,938
Scott Le Claire 881 262,593 262 1,002
Shelby Defiance 428 288,326 190 1,518
Sioux Ireton 653 543,106 254 2,146
Taylor Gravity 514 273,861 115 2,381
Union Afton 987 429,477 273 1,573
Union Lorimor 614 276,010 196 1,408
Van Buren Cantril 376 209,138 85 2,460
Washington Riverside 633 298,719 226 1,322
Wayne Humeston 903 306,364 273 1,122
Webster Callender 377 329,901 134 2,462
W oodbury Anthon 881 469,719 305 1,540
Worth Kensett 392 289,384 158 1,832
Wright * Galt 156 241,172 73 3,304
Totals 24,794,396 10,656
Averages ' 413,240 177.6 2,327
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TABLE 5. N U M BER OF PERSONS OF SCHOOL AGE (5-21), TOTAL VALUE OF 
T A XA B LE  P R O PE RTY AND VALUE OF PR O PE RTY PER PERSON OF 
SCHOOL AGE IN  60 W ID E LY SCATTERED IN D E PEN D E N T 
TOW N  SCHOOL D ISTRICTS OF IOW A H AVING 
POPULATIONS OF M O RE TH AN  1,000.
Countv Town or city
Popu­
lation
Value of 
taxable 
property
Persons 
of school 
age
Property per 
person of 
school age
Adair Greenfield 1,869
$
1,178,042 496
$
2,375'
Adams Corning 2,162 1,365,911 645 2,118
Appanoose Centerville 8,413 3,817,682 2,408 1,585
Benton Vinton 4,163 1,749,805 905 1,933
Boone Madrid 2,074 987,209 548 1,801
Boone Ogden 1,513 1,178,202 388 3,037
Bremer Waverly 4,156 2,114,282 1,109 1,906
Buchanan Independence 4,342 2,492,210 997 2,500
Calhoun Lake City 2,216 1,230,124 666 1,847
Carroll Manning 1,748 1,122,035 432 2,597
Cass Anita 1,088 759,869 263 2,889
Cherokee Marcus 1,206 347,840 337 1,032
Clarke Osceola 3,281 1,511,630 805 1,878
Clayton Elkader 1,556 968,828 347 2,792
Crawford Denison 4,361 2,185,661 1,283 1,703
Decatur Leon 2,307 1,212,522 585 2,073
Delaware Manchester 3,762 2,094,133 941 2,225
Des Moines Burlington 25,832 17,818,249 6,186 2,881
Fayette West Union 2,059 1,165,598 486 2,398
Floyd Nora Springs 1,198 688,659 233 2,956
Franklin Hampton 4,006 2,366,123 949 2,493
Fremont Hamburg 2,187 1,172,625 626 1,873
Greene Jefferson 4,088 2,120,639 961 2,207
Hancock Britt 1,813 1,065,135 602 1,769
Hardin Iowa Falls 4,425 3,709,288 1,108 3,348
Harrison Missouri Valley 3,994 1,697,596 1,455 1,167
Ida Ida Grove 2,238 1,774,458 637 2,785
Iowa Marengo 2,260 935,109 479 1,952
Jasper Colfax 2,252 752,285 648 1,161
Jones Monticello 2,546 1,325,714 638 2,078
Keokuk Sigourney 2,355 1,504,447 627 2,399
Keokuk What Cheer 1,339 469,551 385 1,220
Lyon Rock Rapids 2,556 1,694,224 634 2,672
Madison Winterset 3,631 1,696,924 854 1,987
Marion Knoxville 6,936 1,905,838 1,360 1,401
Marion Melcher 1,290 331,939 396 838
Marion Pella 3,638 1,762,574 818 2,155
Marshall Marshalltown 19,240 9,852,137 4,405 2,237
Monona Onawa 3,438 1,521,996 971 1,567
Monroe Albia 5,157 2,638,018 1,572 1,678
Montgomery Red Oak 5,763 3,338,159 1,447 2,307
Montgomery Villisca 2,011 868,494 451 1,926
Muscatine Muscatine 18,286 9,347,790 4,539 2,059
O’Brien Hartley 1,503 1,028,699 345 2,982
Osceola Sibley 2,356 1,217,489 687 1,772
Page Clarinda 4,905 2,743,319 1,343 2,043
Pocahontas Pocahontas 1,730 935,192 544 1,719
Pottawattamie Avoca 1,598 898,181 451 1,992
Poweshiek Montezuma 1,477 1,283,056 358 3,584
Ringgold Mount Ayr 1,930 1,200,356 498 2,410
Sac " Sac City 3,165 2,(JS9,782 1,085 1,880
Shelby Harlan 3,727 - 2,191,480 1,001 2,189
Sioux Sioux Center 1,680 854,562 502 1,702
Tama Tama 2,832 1,278,415 852 1,500
Taylor Bedford 2,151 1,045,137 558 1,873
Van Buren Keosauqua 1,040 382,957 252 1,520
Washington Washington 5,227 3,663,933 1,388 2,640
Wayne Seymour 1,539 424,902 430 988
Worth North wood 1,724 885,888 402 2,204
Wright Eagle Grove 4,024 2,189,234 1,343 1,630
Totals 124,102,136 58,661
Averages 2,068,369 975.9 2,116
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the towns and cities and to increase the disparity in the amount: 
of property per child of school age in farm and non-farm areas.
FINDINGS OF THE THIRD STUDY.
In this study the amount of taxable property per person o f 
school age in all strictly farm territory in 15 entire counties 
was compared with that in villages, towns and cities in the same 
counties.
Not all of the town districts were included in the study. In­
stead, those were omitted in which the value of the farm prop­
erty was found to exceed one-half that of the urban property. 
This represented an attempt to avoid, in part at least, one of 
the errors noted in the previous studies. Approximately one- 
half of all town districts in the 15 counties were excluded 
because the value of their farm lands exceeded the limit stated 
above.
An adjustment was also made in this study for moneys and 
credits reported in each of the town districts. This was done 
by adding to the taxable property reported for every such 
district an amount which would have yielded taxes equal to 
those actually paid on moneys and credits. The adjustment 
did not prove large, the average increase on this account being 
slightly less than 2.4 percent. No such adjustment was made 
for the farm communities, since the amount of moneys and 
credits reported by them was negligible.
This study revealed that the amount of taxable property per 
person of school age in all farm districts of the 15 counties 
was 3.12 times as great as that in the town districts included 
in the study. The average amount of such property per person 
of school age in the farm districts was $6,696 as against $2,146 
in the town districts.
Detailed findings of the study are given in table 6. Again it 
will be noted that while the town districts had more children 
than the farm areas, they possessed hardly more than one-third 
as much taxable property. While the ratio of property per 
child in the farm areas to that in non-farm districts ranged 
from 1.98 to 5.35, in eight of the counties it was between
3.00 and 4.00.
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TABLE 6. COMPARISON OF FARM  AND N O N -FA RM  COM M UN ITIES OF 15- 
IOWA COUNTIES AS TO VALUE OF TA XA B LE  PR O PE RTY 
PER PERSON OF SCHOOL AGE.
In township and rural 
independent districts*
In villages, towns 
and citiesf Ratio of 
property 
per person 
of school
County
Number
of
persons
of
school
age
Value of taxable 
, property Number
of
persons
of
school
age
Value of taxable 
property
Total
Per
person
of
school
age
Total t
Per
persons
of
school
age
farm to 
that in 
non-farm 
communities'
Appanoose 2,427
$
9,296,487
$
3,830 3,895
$
4,836,106
$
1,241 3.09
Calhoun 1,884 18,851,421 10,006 1,922 4,854,826 2,526 3.96
Cedar 1,465 13,276,676 9,062 423 1,657,334 3,918 2.31
Des Moines 1,155 6,424,371 5,562 6,588 18,504,378 2,809 1.98
Emmet 1,008 8,740,441 8,671 1,662 3,964,758 2,385 3.64
Fremont 1,215 11,414,427 9,394 731 1,283,120 1,755 5.35
Howard 2,124 12,120,548 5,706 1,346 3,169,700 2,355 2.42
Keokuk 2,071 14,404,145 6,955 1,399 2,740,909 1,959 3.55
Marion 2,414 13,368,886 5,538 2,574 4,000,351 1,554 3.56
Marshall 1,084 7,805,826 7,201 4,405 9,852,137 2,237 3.22
Monona 2,012 13,801,273 6,859 971 1,536,657 1,583 4.33
Palo Alto 2,056 14,653,891 . 7,127 1,301 2,298,847 1,767 4.03
Sioux 4,375 26,771,368 6,119 1,311 2,148,761 1,639 3.73
Union 1,289 9,160,415 7,106 2,336 5,502,729 2,356 3.02
Winnebago 1,816 10,030,379 5,523 1,200 2,454,449 2,045 2.70
Totals
Averages
28,395 190,120,554
6,696
32,064 68,805,062
2,146 3.12
*This table includes all of the township districts and all rural indepen­
dent districts for each of the 15 counties named. That is, the data given 
relate to all territory in each county not included in independent town or 
consolidated school districts.
fThe table gives the combined data for every independent town district 
in each county, the value of whose farm property does not exceed one-half 
that of its urban property. The town districts included in the table are, 
by counties, as follows:
In Appanoose County; Centerville, Cincinnati, Moravia, Moulton and’ 
Mystic.
In Calhoun County; Lake City, Manson, Pomeroy and Rockwell City.
In Cedar County; Bennett, Durant and Lowden.
In Des Moines County; Burlington and W est Burlington.
In Emmet County; EstherVille.
In Fremont County; Hamburg and Imógene.
In Howard County; Cresco, Elma and Lime Springs.
In Keokuk County; Keota, Richland, Sigourney and W hat Cheer.
In Marion County; Knoxville, Melcher and Pella.
In Marshall County; Marshalltown.
In Monona County; Onawa.
In Palo Alto County; Emmetsburg and Ruthven.
In Sioiix County; Hawarden and Sioux Center.
In Union County; Afton, Crestón and Lorimor.
In Winnebago County; Forest City and Lake Mills.
Jin this table, the value of taxable property in all towns and cities has 
been adjusted for moneys and credits by adding to it an amount that 
would have yielded taxes equal to the amount actually paid on moneys and 
credits. No similar adjustment in the values of taxable property in the 
farm communities has been made because the amounts of moneys and! 
credits reported there were negligible.
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the towns and cities and to increase the disparity in the amount; 
of property per child of school age in farm and non-farm areas.
FINDINGS OF THE THIRD STUDY.
In this study the amount of taxable property per person o f 
school age in all strictly farm territory in 15 entire counties 
was compared with that in villages, towns and cities in the same 
counties.
Not all of the town districts were included in the study. In­
stead, those were omitted in which the value of the farm prop­
erty was found to exceed one-half that of the urban property. 
This represented an attempt to avoid, in part at least, one of 
the errors noted in the previous studies. Approximately one- 
half of all town districts in the 15 counties were excluded 
because the value of their farm lands exceeded the limit stated 
above.
An adjustment was also made in this study for moneys and 
credits reported in each of the town districts. This 'was done 
by adding to the taxable property reported for every such 
district an amount which would have yielded taxes equal to 
those actually paid on moneys and credits. The adjustment 
did not prove large, the average increase on this account being 
slightly less than 2.4 percent. No such adjustment was made 
for the farm communities, since the amount of moneys and 
credits reported by them was negligible.
This study revealed that the amount of taxable property per 
person of school age in all farm districts of the 15 counties 
was 3.12 times as great as that in the town districts included 
in the study. The average amount of such property per person 
of school age in the farm districts was $6,696 as against $2,146 
in the town districts.
Detailed findings of the study are given in table 6. Again it 
will be noted that while the town districts had more children 
than the farm areas, they possessed hardly more than one-third 
as much taxable property. While the ratio of property per 
child in the farm areas to that in non-farm districts ranged 
from 1.98 to 5J35, in eight of the counties it was between
3.00 and 4.00.
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TABLE 6. COMPARISON OF FARM  AND N O N -FA RM  COM M UN ITIES OF 
IOWA COUNTIES AS TO VALUE OF TA XA B LE  PR O PE RTY 
PER PERSON OF SCHOOL AGE.
In township and rural 
independent districts*
In villages, towns 
and citiesj Ratio of 
property 
per person 
of school 
age in 
farm to 
that in 
non-farm 
communities'
County
Number
of
persons
of
school
age
Value of taxable 
Í property Number
of
persons
of
school
age
Value of taxable 
property
Total
Per
person
of
school
age
Total J
Per
persons
of
school
age
2,427
$
9,296,487
$
3,830 3,895
$
4,836,106
S
1,241 3.09
1,884 18,851,421 10,006 1,922 4,854,826 2,526 3.96
1,465 13,276,676 9,062 423 1,657,334 3,918 2.31
1,155 6,424,371 5,562 6,588 18,504,378 2,809 1.98
1,008 8,740,441 8,671 1,662 3,964,758 2,385 3.64
1,215 11,414,427 9,394 731 1,283,120 1,755 5.35
2,124 12,120,548 5,706 1,346 3,169,700 2,355 2.42
2,071 14,404,145 6,955 1,399 2,740,909 1,959 3.55
2,414 13,368,886 5,538 2,574 4,000,351 1,554 3.56
1,084 7,805,826 7,201 4,405 9,852,137 2,237 3.22
2,012 13,801,273 6,859 971 1,536,657 1,583 4.33
Palo Alto 2,056 14,653,891 . 7,127 1,301 2,298,847 1,767 4.03
4,375 26,771,368 6,119 1,311 2,148,761 1,639 3.73
1,289 9,160,415 7,106 2,336 5,502,729 2,356 3.02
Winnebago 1,816 10,030,379 5,523 1,200 2,454,449 2,045 2.70
Totals
Averages
28,395 190,120,554
6,696
32,064 68,805,062
2,146 3.12
»This table includes all of the township districts and all rural indepen­
dent districts for each of the 15 counties named. That is, the data given 
relate to all territory in each county not included in independent town or~ 
consolidated school districts.
fThe table gives the combined data for every independent town district 
in each county, the value of whose farm property does not exceed one-half 
that of its urban property. The town districts included in the table are, 
by counties, as follows:
In Appanoose County; Centerville, Cincinnati, Moravia, Moulton and1 
Mystic.
In Calhoun County; Lake City, Manson, Pomeroy and Rockwell City.
In Cedar County; Bennett, Durant and Lowden.
In Des Moines County; Burlington and W est Burlington.
In Emmet County; Estherville.
In Fremont County; Hamburg and Imógene.
In Howard County ; Cresco, Elma and Lime Springs.
In Keokuk County; Keota, Richland, Sigourney and W hat Cheer.
In Marion County; Knoxville, Melcher and Pella.
In Marshall County; Marshalltown.
In Monona County ; Onawa. •
In Palo Alto County ; Emrnetsburg and Ruthven.
In Sioux County; Hawarden and Sioux Center.
In Union County; Afton, Crestón and Lorimor.
In Winnebago County; Forest City and Lake Mills.
Jin this table, the value of taxable property in all towns and cities has 
been adjusted for moneys and credits by adding to It an amount that 
would have yielded taxes equal to the amount actually paid on moneys and 
credits. No similar adjustment in the values of taxable property in the- 
farm communities has been made because the amounts of moneys and' 
credits reported there were negligible.
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE FINDINGS
The three studies which have been reported in the preceding 
pages have yielded very similar findings. In the first, the 
amount of property per person of school age in 20 open country 
consolidated districts was found to be 3.17 times as great as 
that in an equal number of independent town districts. By 
the second, the property per child in 60 widely scattered, strict­
ly farm townships was shown to be 3.32 times as great as that 
in 60 small villages and towns and 3.65 times as great as that 
in an equal number of larger urban districts. And the third 
study indicated that the property per person of school age in 
all farm areas of 15 entire counties was 3.12 times as great 
as that in all of the town and city districts in the same counties 
which did not include excessive amounts of farm lands.
In view of the general agreement in the findings, the inference 
seems warranted that the average amount of property per child 
of school age in the strictly farm communities of the state is 
at least three times as great as that in non-farm communities 
generally.1
Virtually all school revenues in Iowa are derived at present 
from local property taxes. It follows that if farm and non­
farm districts were to be merged into larger units as is currently 
proposed, the farm property of the state would bear for educa­
tion approximately three times as much per child as would the 
non-farm property. This is true because the amount of taxes 
paid per child would be determined by the amount of property 
per child in each type of district. It would result in an increase 
in school taxes paid by farm property owners and a decrease 
in that paid by non-farm property owners.
Among families on owner-operated farms, within a given 
farming community, value of property is related fairly closely
1 This inference is quite strongly confirmed by additional evidence which 
has come to hand since the investigation herein reported was completed. 
Advance sheets of the 1940 federal census give the number of persons from 
5 to 19 years of Age, inclusive, living on Iowa farms as 265,842 and the 
number of such persons living in the towns and cities of the state as 
382,877. The report of the Iowa State Tax Commission for 1940 gives the 
value of all farm property in the state as $1,952,435,729 and that of all 
urban property as $941,913,837. Simple division shows that the value of 
all farm property for each farm child from 5 to 19 years of age was 
$7,344 while that of non-farm property for each non-farm child of the same 
age was $2,460 ; and the ratio of the former amount to the latter is 2.99.
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to income or ability to pay. But relationship between taxable 
property and ability to pay differs greatly between farm and 
non-farm communities.
According to the United States Department of Commerce, 
the money income of the farm population of Iowa in 1939 
amounted to $342 per capita, whereas the per capita income of 
the non-farm population was $502. Even though these figures 
are the best available, they are probably very inadequate for 
comparative purposes. For the farm population, they do not 
include a part of the real income which is obtained from pro­
ducts grown and used on the farm.2
Nevertheless, total income per child is certainly less in rural 
than in urban areas. This fact should be considered along with 
the findings reported in preceding pages.
2 The average value of home-produced food and fuel for 200 families in 
Iowa farm business associations amounted to $264 in 1939. This is known 
to be in , excess of average Iowa farms, but by how much is unknown.
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APPENDIX
Comparative Data Relating to Rural, Consolidated 
and Urban Schools in Iowa 
1939-1940
3. Number of children of school age, (5-21)
2. Total public school enrollment 3
a. In districts having elementary 
schools only, but including 88,473
pupils attending high schools . 157,890
b. In consolidated districts, but ex­
cluding non-resident tuition pupils 
estimated at 4,000 . . 63,760a
c. In town independent districts, but
excluding non-resident tuition pu­
pils estimated at 34,473 . . 281,830
3. Taxable valuation of all property, save moneys and
credits .......................................................................
a. In districts having elementary
schools only $1,470,000,000
b. In consolidated districts $ 447,382,000s
c. In town independent districts . $ 970,038,000
9,310
7,017a
3,442
9,790,000
8,266,500s
23*655,000
Taxable property per census child 
Taxable property per child enrolled
a. In districts having elementary
schools only . . . - 5
b. In consolidated districts . . $
c. In town independent districts . $
Total school taxes levied
a. In districts having elementary
schools only . . . . • $
b. In consolidated districts . . $
c. In town independent districts . $
Average rate of school taxes, all property
a. In districts with elementary schools
only . . • • • . ' 6.7 mills
b. In consolidated districts . .  . 18.5 mills
c. In town independent districts . 24.4 mills
Average amount of school taxes levied per pupil en­
rolled, all schools . . . . t •
a. In districts having elementary 
schools only, including 38,473 tui­
tion pupils in high schools .
In consolidated districts, exclud­
ing from enrollment an estimated 
4,000 non-resident tuition pupils 
In town independent districts, ex­
cluding from enrollment an estimat­
ed 34,473 non-resident tuition 
pupils . . . . .
b.
677,263
503,481
62.00
122.00s
86.70
52,887,420,041
$4,263
$5,735
$41,711,546
14.44 mills
$82.84
a Estimate based upon a random sample group of 91 Iowa consolidated 
schools.
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